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A B S T R A C T   
In the first week after the first COVID-19 patient was reported in the Netherlands, we conducted a pre-registered 
momentary assessment study (7 surveys per day, 50 participants, 7 days) to study the dynamic relationship 
between individuals' occupation with and worries about COVID-19 in daily life, and the moderating role of 
neuroticism in this relationship. At the group level, higher scores on occupation and worry co-occurred, and 
occupation predicted worry 1 h later, but not vice versa. There were substantial individual differences in the 
magnitudes and directions of the effects. For instance, occupation with COVID-19 was related to increases in 
worry for some but decreases in worry for others. Neuroticism did not predict any of these individual differences 
in the links between worry and occupation. This study suggests that it is important to go beyond group-level 
analyses and to account for individual differences in responses to COVID-19.   
1. Introduction 
1.1. Daily fluctuations in occupation with and worry about COVID-19 
Starting in early 2020, news of the rapid spread of COVID-19, a rising 
death toll, overwhelmed health systems, and major changes in in-
dividuals' daily life, occupied the thoughts of billions of people world-
wide. Since the outbreak, there were clear increases in anxiety and 
worry related to COVID-19 (Ahorsu et al., 2020; Gao et al., 2020; Qiu 
et al., 2020). This widespread increase in worry is reason for concern, 
because repeated occurrences of daily worries might be the foundation 
of long-term psychological (mal)adjustment, such as the development of 
depression and anxiety disorders (Hoyer et al., 2001). Understanding 
the daily dynamics of worries is also needed to identify coping strategies 
to prevent psychological (mal)adjustment (Hong, 2007). 
One key factor that might contribute to worry about COVID-19 is the 
degree to which individuals are occupied with (information about) 
COVID-19 on a daily basis. Constant news updates likely impact the 
degree to which people are occupied with COVID-19, both in terms of 
their behavior (i.e., talking about and looking up information about 
COVID-19) and their thoughts. The World Health Organization advised 
people to reduce their news intake to avoid worry from constant 
exposure to stressful news (WHO, 2020). Indeed, studies reported pos-
itive associations between (social) media exposure and COVID-19 
related anxiety (Gao et al., 2020; Garfin et al., 2020; Mertens et al., 
2020). 
To date, the studies about occupation with COVID-19 and worry are 
mostly cross-sectional, but the relationship between worry and occu-
pation with COVID-19 is likely a within-person process that unfolds over 
time, possibly on a daily or even hourly level. The goal of the present 
study was to examine the temporal dynamics between worry about and 
occupation with COVID-19 using the Experience Sampling Method 
(ESM; see Bolger et al., 2003; Larson & Csikszentmihalyi, 2014). 
Moreover, we examined whether neuroticism may explain some of the 
individual differences in the momentary relationships between worry 
about and occupation with COVID-19. The 21st century brings manifold 
new challenges (the pandemic being one, but also climate change, 
technological changes and so forth) and hence, uncertainty that people 
need to deal with. Understanding how different people respond to such 
stressors, is important for prevention and intervention programs (e.g. 
from a resilience perspective). We measured occupation with and worry 
about COVID-19 multiple times per day. The advantages of such a design 
include the ecological validity, reduced risk of recall bias (Myin-Ger-
meys et al., 2009), and the ability to study the direction of an effect and 
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the heterogeneous experiences that individuals may have. That is, 
looking up information on COVID-19 might increase worry (cf. Mertens 
et al., 2020), but can also be a consequence of worrying. 
The data for the present study were collected during a critical time of 
the outbreak in the Netherlands: the week after February 25, when the 
first COVID-19 patient was reported in The Netherlands. During this 
week, the potential risk of COVID-19 became clear to the public, making 
it an especially relevant week to examine predictors of worry regarding 
this emergent risk. Moreover, during this week, the Dutch government 
took various measures to limit the spread of COVID-19 for the first time 
(e.g., the advice to work from home, for details, see Appendix A). We 
examined the relationship between worry about and occupation with 
COVID-19 in a student sample, which is an interesting group as the 
college years are a sensitive developmental period, and increases in 
mental health problems during COVID-19 seem especially prevalent in 
young adults (Bu et al., 2020). 
1.2. Momentary relations between worry about and occupation with 
COVID-19 
We expect that people differ in the association between their worry 
about and occupation with COVID-19. Worry may function to prioritize 
the potential hazard of a risk and activate coping strategies, which helps 
increase perceived control, for instance by taking preventative actions to 
reduce the risk (Peters et al., 2006). Thus, worry may lead to increases in 
occupation with COVID-19, which for some people could be an adaptive 
process, as staying informed about a potential risk factor can help people 
exert control over their situation, which can consequently reduce their 
initial levels of worry (Griffin et al., 1999). Thus, worry may increase 
occupation with COVID-19 for some. For others, worry and subsequent 
occupation with COVID-19 may lead to a cycle that maintains, and 
perhaps even increases worry (Chae, 2015). As media coverage can in-
crease anxiety and worry about emergent disease (Kasperson et al., 
1988), being occupied with COVID-19 may facilitate repetitive negative 
thinking, which can maintain emotional problems (Ehring & Watkins, 
2008). Some people may therefore choose to avoid occupation with 
COVID-19 when they experience worry. Thus, we hypothesize that for 
some people, occupation with COVID-19 is associated with decreases in 
worry in the next moment, and for others to increases (H1.1, for an 
overview of hypotheses, see Fig. 1). Similarly, we hypothesize that 
worry about COVID-19 relates to increases in occupation with COVID-19 
the next moment for some, but to decreases in worry for others (H1.2). 
1.3. Moment-to-moment variability of worry about COVID-19 
Besides the effect of occupation with COVID-19 on worry and vice 
versa, individuals can differ in the extent to which worry in one moment 
predicts worry in the next moment. Emotional inertia refers to the de-
gree to which emotional states are resistant to change, when mood is 
carried from one situation to the next (Kuppens et al., 2007). For some 
people, worry about COVID-19 may also spill over from one situation to 
the next, which might pose a risk for long-term psychological malad-
justment (Kuppens et al., 2012), whereas for others worry might wane 
faster (i.e., we expect significant between-person differences in the 
within-person autoregressive effect of worry, H1.3). We have no direc-
tional hypotheses about the general (average) effect of individuals' 
tendency to remain occupied with COVID-19 (i.e., about the autore-
gressive effect of occupation), but we will explore whether there is a 
general tendency at a group level. 
1.4. The role of neuroticism in worrying about COVID-19 
Between-person differences, such as differences in personality, partly 
explain why people respond differently to experiences in daily life 
(Geukes et al., 2017). Specifically, neuroticism may explain individual 
differences in the associations between worry about and occupation 
with COVID-19. Neuroticism is related to greater intolerance of uncer-
tainty (Lauriola et al., 2016), and to greater negative affect on days 
when negative events occur (see Lahey, 2009 for an overview). In turn, 
negative mood is related to looking up information when there is no 
apparent problem (Albarracin & Hart, 2011; Das & Fennis, 2008). Thus, 
highly neurotic individuals may actively search for, or focus on, negative 
information. We expect that neuroticism is related to a stronger positive 
effect of occupation with COVID-19 to worry about COVID-19 from one 
moment to the next (H2.1), and that average level of worry about 
COVID-19 is higher for individuals who score higher on neuroticism 
(H2.2). All hypotheses and the plan of analyses for the present study 
were preregistered (see https://osf.io/wvhp2/). 
Fig. 1. Research framework depicting the hypotheses in a cross-lagged model of occupation with COVID-19 and worry about COVID-19 for one interval (T-1 to T1).  
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The study consisted of a baseline questionnaire (completed between 
February 26, 2020 and March 1, 2020) and 1 week of 7 momentary 
assessments per day (March 2, 2020–March 8, 2020). The study was 
originally designed as a student project to examine the effect of 
contraception on affect and differences in affective processes between 
Dutch and international students. The day after the baseline measure 
was completed, the first case of COVID-19 in The Netherlands was re-
ported. We then added 4 questions about occupation with and worry 
about COVID-19 to the ESM study. After the ESM study, we collected 
data in both the existing sample and in a control sample for validation 
(see Appendix F). Our initial study and amendments were approved by 
the Ethics Review Board (EC-2020.RP47) of Tilburg University, The 
Netherlands. All participants provided active consent for participation. 
Participants were recruited through the university's research participa-
tion system. Psychology students are obliged to take part in research and 
receive course credit for their participation. Students self-enroll in the 
research of their choosing. They received course credit for completing 
the baseline questionnaire and at least 75% of the momentary ques-
tionnaires. We used a smartphone application (Ethica data) to collect the 
momentary data across a period of seven days, starting on Monday 
March 2. For details, see Appendix B. 
2.2. Participants 
Given the original goal of the study, the sample included females 
only, with an equal distribution of Dutch and international students. Our 
sample consisted of 50 1st year female students of Psychology. The 
number of participants was set because of the feasibility of the students' 
project, and was pre-registered (see https://osf.io/wvhp2/). On 
average, participants completed 39.32 momentary questionnaires per 
person, bringing the total number of measurements to 1966, which is 
sufficient to run DSEM models and common in ESM studies (van Roekel 
et al., 2019). Of the 50 participants, 27 (54%) were Dutch and 23 (46%) 
were international (14 German students, and 9 students from other lo-
cations in Europe, Asia and South America). Their age ranged between 
18 and 25 (Mage = 19.74, SDage = 1.68). 
2.3. Materials 
2.3.1. Momentary measures 
2.3.1.1. Worry about COVID-19. To measure participants' momentary 
worry about COVID-19, we asked them to rate “How worried do you feel 
about the coronavirus right now” on a VAS scale ranging from (0) “not at 
all” to (100) “extremely”. 
2.3.1.2. Occupation with COVID-19. To measure participant's momen-
tary occupation with COVID-19 we asked: “Please indicate how much time 
you spend since the last beep doing the following” (…) 1) “Looking up in-
formation about the coronavirus”, 2) “talking about the coronavirus”, 
and 3) “thinking about the coronavirus”. Answers were administered 
using a VAS scale ranging from (0) “not at all” to (100) “a lot”. Both 
within- and between-person reliability of the scale was good (ωW = 0.78; 
ωB = 0.92). Multilevel confirmatory factor analysis indicated a satis-
factory fit (X2(3) = 25.48, p < .001, RMSEA = 0.06, CFI = 0.94, TLI =
0.83). Factor loadings ranged between 0.58 and 0.90 for the within- 
person level and between 0.80 and 0.97 for the between-person level 
(for inter-item correlations, see Table 1). 
2.3.1.3. Positive and negative affect. Affect was used in some sensitivity 
analyses and was measured with 12 items that were administered at all 
momentary assessments. The items were selected to match the circum-
plex model of affect (Russell, 1980), and included items such as “I feel 
happy” and “I feel agitated”. Answers were administered using a VAS 
scale ranging from (0) “disagree” to (100) “agree”. 
2.3.2. Baseline measure 
2.3.2.1. Neuroticism. Neuroticism was measured using the Big Five 
Inventory-2 (BFI-2; Soto & John, 2017). Participants rated 12 items in 
the neuroticism domain scale on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (disagree 
strongly) to 5 (agree strongly). A sample item is “I am someone who is 
moody, has up and down mood swings”. The reliability for this scale was 
good (α = 0.90). 
2.4. Analytical strategy 
Before analyzing the data, we checked for random answer patterns 
by using items of the Positive and Negative Affect Scale (PANAS; Watson 
et al., 2007). We expected the items within both affect scales to correlate 
for each person, and found that for all individuals, correlations of the 
items within a scale were higher than r = 0.10, therefore, no participants 
were excluded from the main analysis. 
We used a Multilevel Vector Autoregressive Model (ML-VAR; 
Schuurman et al., 2016), using a Dynamic Structural Equation Model-
ling framework (DSEM; Asparouhov et al., 2017) in Mplus (Muthén & 
Muthén, 2017). See https://osf.io/wvhp2/?view_only=ef02ae3f71a64 
586ba36e1dc436f25a5 for a detailed pre-registered plan of analyses 
and code, and appendix B for all used materials. The ML-VAR Model 
estimates the lagged and concurrent within-person associations of worry 
about COVID-19 and occupation with COVID-19. Furthermore, at the 
between-person level, we investigated between-person differences in the 
random slopes, as well as the correlation between the random slopes, 
random intercepts and the between-person predictor neuroticism. Given 
the relatively small sample size for between-person analyses and the 
novelty of the research area, we used an alpha level of 0.05 to determine 
significance in all analyses. 
The tinterval option was used to consider unequally spaced mea-
surements, as the questionnaires were distributed at random time points 
during pre-defined intervals. The model with a pre-registered time in-
terval of 2 h the model did not converge. Therefore, we adjusted this to 
1 h. This model converged and resulted in 25% present data, which is 
above the acceptable minimum of 10% present data for VAR models 
(Asparouhov et al., 2017). Therefore, all lagged effects can be inter-
preted as the changes that occur within 1 h. 
2.5. Data statement 
All data and scripts are available at https://osf.io/wvhp2/ 
3. Results 
3.1. Descriptive statistics 
Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics (for more details, see 
Table 1 
Inter-item correlations between the items of the occupation with COVID-19 
Scale.   
1 2 3 M SD 
1. Thinking about COVID-19 – 0.89 0.74  12.78  19.47 
2. Talking to others about COVID-19 0.63 – 0.75  12.71  20.53 
3. Looking up information about 
COVID-19 
0.52 0.40 − 1  7.58  16.53 
Note. Correlations above the diagonal represent within-person correlations, 
correlations below the diagonal represent between-person correlations. 
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Appendix G). The distributions of the scores of worry about and occu-
pation with COVID-19 were right-skewed, indicating that despite the 
turbulent time during which our data collection took place, most par-
ticipants did not report experiencing being highly worried about, or 
occupied with, COVID-19. The variance between individuals in 
neuroticism (see Table 2) spanned almost the entire scale, ranging from 
1.42 to 4.42 on a 5-point scale, suggesting that our sample included both 
participants who were relatively emotionally stable and those that were 
relatively neurotic. The nomological network of variables indicated 
positive relationships between occupation and worry both on the 
within-person (r = 0.43) and between-person (r = 0.76) level, but no 
significant relationship between neuroticism being worried (r = − 0.09) 
or occupied with COVID-19 (r = 0.05). 
3.2. Fixed within-person associations between worry and occupation 
about COVID-19 
Table 3 displays the fixed within-person associations of the VAR 
model, that is, the average relationship between our measures within 
moments, within individuals, accounting for all other parameters. In line 
with the correlations reported in Section 3.1, a positive within-person 
correlation indicated that occupation and worry within the same mea-
surement occasion co-occurred. The stability paths indicate that in 
general, when people were occupied with or worried about COVID-19 at 
one time point, they also tended to be occupied with or worried about 
COVID-19 at the next time point. Finally, the within-person cross-lagged 
paths suggest that being occupied with COVID-19 in a particular 
moment predicted worrying about COVID-19 at the next moment. 
However, on average, being worried at one time point was not signifi-
cantly related to being occupied with COVID-19 at the next time point. 
3.3. Individual differences in within-person associations 
Fig. 2 displays the time series of the relationship between occupation 
and worry across the study for two participants (for a complete overview 
of all time-series, see Appendix C). This illustrates how diverse the 
relationship between occupation and worry can be: For some partici-
pants, worry and occupation seemed to go hand in hand (left panel), 
whereas for other participants, they seemed to be unrelated (right 
panel). 
Table 3 displays the average (pooled) within-person associations. We 
found significant variances around the fixed within-person parameters 
(beta's) for both stability paths (Worry-Worry σ2 = 0.29, p < .001; 
Occupation-Occupation σ2 = 0.26, p < .001) and both cross-lagged paths 
(Worry-Occupation σ2 = 0.310, p < .001; Occupation-Worry σ2 = 1.10, 
p < .001). Thus, for all stability paths and cross-lagged effects there were 
relevant individual differences in the magnitude of these parameters. 
Fig. 3 depicts the distribution of individual parameters (Betas) of 
these relationships. For all parameters, for many participants the betas 
were close to zero. This indicates that in our sample, despite the average 
within-person effects reported in Table 3, for many people the re-
lationships that we tested were actually weak or barely present. How-
ever, in line with our hypotheses, for all paths there was substantial 
variability between individuals. The top left panel shows the variation in 
the stability paths of worry which indicates that some people seemed to 
be caught in worry (i.e., once they were worried, they stayed worried), 
but for others, there were more fluctuations in worry. Importantly, as 
the average levels of worry in this sample were modest, strong autore-
gressive effects could also indicate the tendency to stay unworried about 
COVID-19. The bottom-right panel depicts the stability paths of occu-
pation with COVID-19. We had no a-priori hypothesis about the autor-
egressive effect of occupation, but this effect showed a similar pattern to 
worry. 
The cross-lagged effects in the bottom-left and top-right panels of 
Fig. 3 indicate that for some people, occupation with COVID-19 was 
related to less worry at the next time point (negative betas), indicating a 
relief effect for thinking about, talking about and looking up information 
about COVID-19. For other people, however, occupation with COVID-19 
was related to more worry at the next time point (positive betas), indi-
cating a self-maintaining worrying effect. Similarly, some people 
seemed to become more occupied with COVID-19 after they experienced 
worry (positive betas), whereas other people seemed to become less 
occupied with COVID-19 when they were worried (negative betas). 
3.4. Associations with personality 
We examined whether neuroticism explained some of the significant 
individual differences in the within-person associations between worry 
and occupation about COVID-19. Table 4 displays correlations between 
the observed within-person random slopes (ΦWW, ΦOO, ΦWO and 
ΦOW), random intercepts (worry and occupation) and neuroticism. 
Contrary to our hypotheses, none of the correlations with neuroticism 
reached significance (ranging between r = − 0.15 and r = 0.13, all p's >
.23; see Appendix G for scatterplots of these associations). 
3.5. Planned exploratory analyses 
We performed several exploratory analyses, which are described in 
the appendixes. In summary, we found no associations between the 
within-person effects and other Big Five personality constructs (see 
Appendix D), we found individual differences in change in worry and 
occupation over the study period using growth curve models (see Ap-
pendix E), we found no differences in levels of occupation and risk 
related behaviors between our participants and a control sample (see 
Appendix F), and no significant association between momentary nega-
tive effect and worry (see Appendix H). 
4. Discussion 
We used momentary assessments in the week after the first COVID- 
Table 2 
Descriptive statistics of experience sampling items across measurements and 
participants.   
Mean (SD) Min–max Skewness Kurtosis N ICC 
Worry 17.52 
(21.95) 
0–100  1.59  4.69  1966 0.21 
Occupation 11.02 
(16.30) 
0–100  2.21  8.26  1967 0.44 
Neuroticism 3.09 (0.76) 1.42–4.42  − 0.46  0.34  50 – 
Note. ICC = Intra Class Correlation coefficient. 
Table 3 
Within-person fixed effects of the relationships between occupation with and 
worry about COVID-19.   
Estimatea p- 
Valueb 






Occupation & worry  0.34  <.001  0.29  0.40  
Within-person stability paths 
Worry T1 – worry T2  0.15  <.001  0.08  0.21 
Occupation T1 – occupation 
T2  
0.24  <.001  0.17  0.31  
Within-person cross-lagged paths 
Worry T1 – occupation T2  − 0.01  .447  − 0.08  0.21 
Occupation T1 – worry T2  0.14  <.001  0.07  0.20  
a Estimates are standardized using the STDYX Standardization (within-level 
standardized estimates averaged over clusters). 
b Bayesian equivalent to one-tailed p-values. 
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19 patient was reported in the Netherlands to provide novel insights into 
the dynamic relationship between occupation with and worry about 
COVID-19 in daily life in female psychology students. In contrast with 
previous cross-sectional studies (Gao et al., 2020; Garfin et al., 2020; 
Mertens et al., 2020), we examined the dynamic relationship between 
occupation and worrying about COVID-19 as they unfolded in daily life, 
estimated individual differences in the relationship between both con-
structs, and assessed the degree to which these individual differences 
Fig. 2. Illustration of the fluctuations over time in worry about and occupation with COVID-19 of two participants (for a full overview of all participants, see 
Appendix C). 
Fig. 3. Individual differences in within-person associations. Distribution of the individual parameters (Beta's) per person is displayed.  
Table 4 
Between-person correlations between effects in the VAR model and neuroticism.   
ΦWW ΦOO ΦWO ΦOW Worry Occup Neuro 
ΦWW  1       
ΦOO  − 0.49**  1      
ΦWO  − 0.52**  0.66***  1     
ΦOW  0.36**  − 0.50**  − 0.18  1    
Worry  0.12  0.28  − 0.01  0.27  1   
Occup  − 0.01  0.38*  0.16  0.15  0.83***  1  
Neuro  − 0.07  − 0.15  − 0.02  0.13  − 0.10  0.03 1 
Note. ΦWW = stability path worry, ΦOO = stability path occupation, ΦWO = cross-lagged path occupation T1 to worry T2, ΦOW = cross-lagged path worry T1 to 
occupation T2. 
* Bayesian equivalent to one-tailed p-values <.05. 
** Bayesian equivalent to one-tailed p-values <.01. 
*** Bayesian equivalent to one-tailed p-values <.001. 
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were related to neuroticism. 
We found that levels of occupation with and worry about COVID-19 
co-occurred within the same measurement occasion. Across time, we 
found that on average, being occupied with COVID-19 in a particular 
moment predicted being worried about COVID-19 in a later moment, 
but there was no significant relationship between being worried in one 
moment and later occupation. Moving beyond these average effects, we 
found substantial individual differences in the magnitudes and di-
rections of these effects. For many participants, being occupied with 
COVID-19 was not related to their level of worry about COVID-19, 
whereas for others occupation was related to either decreases or in-
creases in worry. We found similar individual differences in the stability 
of worry. Contrary to our hypotheses, neuroticism was not significantly 
associated with any of these individual differences. 
Although our results are in line with the previous studies that 
examined the relationship between an individual's occupation with 
COVID-19 (in terms of information seeking) and worry about COVID-19, 
they provide important additional insights and nuances. First, whereas 
the rationale of previous studies was that occupation with COVID-19 
causes increases in worry and not vice versa, such directed effects 
cannot be determined via cross-sectional methods. With longitudinal 
design, we were able to provide further evidence for this notion, as on 
average we found no evidence that people attempt to exert control over 
worry about COVID-19 by being more occupied with COVID-19, for 
instance by looking up information about it. 
Second, we found that the magnitude and even the direction of the 
effects in our model varied substantially between individuals. For many 
individuals worry and occupation were unrelated, and for some, being 
occupied with COVID-19 seemed to have a comforting effect. We advise 
scholars to interpret our findings and previous findings bearing these 
considerable individual differences in mind. Given the individual dif-
ferences in the link between occupation with COVID-19 and worry, 
there is no straightforward one-size-fits all advice for how to deal with 
the overwhelming amount of news, conversations and thoughts about 
COVID-19. 
Third, we found no significant relationship between neuroticism and 
any of these individual differences. The lack of significant findings for 
between-person differences could be due to insufficient power. We had 
1966 measures in total, but these measures were clustered in 50 people. 
Although our sample size is common for studies employing an ESM 
design to study within-person associations (van Roekel et al., 2019), the 
sample may have been underpowered for between-person analyses. 
Moreover, the relatively small and homogenous sample limits the 
generalizability of the present study. A larger sample would also allow 
more advanced between-person analyses, such as 3-way interactions 
between background, personality and within-person dynamics. Yet, 
given the large variation in neuroticism across the entire range of the 
scale and given that plots gave no indication of trends in the data (see 
Appendix G), we suggest that neuroticism may indeed be unrelated to 
temporal dynamics in worry about and occupation with COVID-19. 
Alternatively, we speculate that effects for neuroticism possibly only 
emerge after the initial adaptation to the new risk has completed. 
Finally, it is noteworthy that - even though the news almost exclu-
sively reported on COVID-19 during the week of data collection - most 
participants did not report high levels of daily worries about or occu-
pation with COVID-19. In light of the previous literature that clearly 
observed an increase in anxiety and worry in response to the COVID-19 
outbreak (e.g., Ahorsu et al., 2020; Asmundson & Taylor, 2020; Gao 
et al., 2020; Qiu et al., 2020), we would have expected the average 
worry about COVID-19 in our sample to be higher. A potential expla-
nation of this finding could be that although people may indicate that 
they are worried about COVID-19 when they are asked to consciously 
reflect on this, these worries may not come to light so much at an hourly 
level (i.e., momentary worry). Another explanation lies in the sample 
selection (i.e., female psychology students in their early 20s). This young 
sample might have a lower risk perception than older samples who may 
be more likely to have existing medical conditions that put them at risk 
for developing a poor progression of symptoms. Another reason for the 
low worry levels might be the rather high SES of university students, as 
socio-economic disadvantage is a risk factor for worry about to COVID- 
19 (Zhou & Guo, 2021). Taken together, the homogeneity of the sample 
is a limitation of the present study. Although replication of the present 
study is not possible due to the unique timing of the study (during the 
first week of the COVID-19 outbreak in the Netherlands), conceptual 
replication for other emergent risks in the future may be possible, and 
could benefit from utilizing a larger sample. 
Taken together, our study suggests that on average, when individuals 
are occupied with COVID-19 in a particular moment, they are more 
likely to be worried about COVID-19 at a later moment. Yet, we found 
substantial individual differences in the magnitude of the effects in our 
model. This implies that a one-size-fits-all solution for how to cope with 
negative thoughts or emotions surrounding COVID-19 may not exist, 
which could also hold for future crises that are characterized by 
emerging societal risk as they manifest. Moreover, seemingly logical 
advice, such as “try to limit your news-intake, otherwise you will only be 
more worried” (WHO, 2020), may therefore not hold for everyone. In 
our sample, most participants did not experience increased worry after 
occupation with COVID-19, in fact, for some occupation with COVID-19 
even decreased worry. Future research could follow up on this study by 
using ideographic analyses, as these may give more clarity about the 
(differences in) within-person associations between occupation and 
worry. Based on the current findings, it is clear that attention for indi-
vidual differences in how we deal with the psychological consequences 
of COVID-19 is warranted. 
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